This article addresses a general problem in media sociology^how to understand the media both as an internal production process and as a general frame for categorizing the social world, with speci¢c reference to a version of this problem in recent work on media within Bourdieu's ¢eld-based tradition of research (work previously reviewed by Rodney Benson in Theory and Society 28). It argues that certain problems arise in reconciling this work's detailed explanations of the media ¢eld's internal workings (and the interrelations of that ¢eld's workings to the workings of other ¢elds) and general claims made about the ''symbolic power'' of media in a broader sense. These problems can be solved, the author argues, by adopting the concept of meta-capital developed by Bourdieu himself in his late work on the state, and returning to the wider framework of symbolic system and symbolic power that was important in Bourdieu's social theory before it became dominated by ¢eld theory. Media, it is proposed, have meta-capital over the rules of play, and the de¢nition of capital (especially symbolic capital), that operate within a wide range of contemporary ¢elds of production. This level of explanation needs to be added to speci¢c accounts of the detailed workings of the media ¢eld. The conclusion points to questions for further work, including on the state's relative strength and the media's meta-capital that must be carried out through detailed empirical work on a global comparative basis.
The question of media power in a broad sense^how are we to theorize the long-term impacts of the existence and actions of media institutions on social space? 1^r emains one of great di⁄culty. The media are both a production process with speci¢c internal characteristics (possibly a ¢eld of such processes) and a source of taken-for-granted frameworks for understanding the reality they represent (an in£uence, potentially, on action in all ¢elds). Accounts of media and media power that concentrate exclusively on either questions of ''production'' or questions of ideological ''e¡ects'' are likely, therefore, to be unsatisfactory. A version of the former problem faces recent work on media within Pierre Bourdieu's tradition of ¢eld-based research, despite that work's other virtues. The solution lies in drawing more extensively than such research has done to date on Bourdieu's own theory of the state, particularly the concept of the state's ''meta-capital'' over all ¢elds, that o¡ers a useful analogy to, although not a direct explanation for, the way media institutions a¡ect an increasingly large range of other ¢elds. This, however, represents a signi¢cant extension of the parameters of ¢eld theory as usually understood.
This argument requires some historical context. Media are one area where the dialogue between Anglo-American sociology and what can justi¢ably be called Bourdieu's ''school of sociology'' 2 has been limited, although, as Rodney Benson 3 showed recently in this journal, media attracted considerable attention in the 1990s, not so much from Bourdieu himself as from his research associates, particularly Patrick Champagne. 4 One reason, perhaps, for this limited dialogue is an underlying historical and theoretical tension between Marxist-in£uenced Anglo-American accounts of media power directed at the media's ideological impacts on the whole of society and Bourdieu's tradition of ¢eld-based research that is hostile precisely to general theorizing about social space. 5 For that reason, there is no simple basis of exchange between recent Bourdieu-inspired work on media and other better-known theorizations of media and media power. This is worth explaining in a little more detail in order to contextualize the extended version of Bourdieu's ¢eld theory proposed in this article. If the in£uential 1970s and 1980s British and American tradition of critical media sociology approached the media's contribution to social reality through ideology, 6 arguing that the media reproduce and disseminate ideological contents originally generated elsewhere (above all, the state), the causal relationship between media-channeled ideology and people's beliefs proved elusive. 7 In any case, this work told us little about the status of media institutions themselves in society generally or in speci¢c sectors of social life. 8 By contrast, postmodern social theory 9 did address the impacts of media institutions on social structure, but only through suggestive pronouncements rather than empirically grounded detail, and so there is no basis of reconnection with Bourdieu's work here. Within a third perspective, Luhmann's systems model of ''the reality of the mass media'' 10 o¡ers (in its own terms at least) a rigorous account of how media work within social reality, but one that excludes ideological e¡ects. The truth or falsity of speci¢c media representations is irrelevant according to Luhmann, 11 who concentrates on the broad functional interrelations between media ''system'' and social ''system,'' thereby obscuring precisely the contingencies underlying the media process that are most ideological:
